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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The idea of guidance in our schools is as old as 
the concern of a sensitive teacher for his pupils. Formal 
guidance services in secondary schools and colleges came 
into being to meet the needs of the individual--both the 
individual student and the individual teacher. Formal 
guidance services in elementary schools have been develop-
ing and expanding rapidly for exactly the same reason. 
Since the unique role of the elementary school counselor 
has not yet been clearly established, ·research has been 
conducted in many areas relative to the functions and pre-
paration of the elementary school counselor. 
In the past two years (1967-1969) Highline Public 
School District ha·s established an elementc!,ry guidance 
program employing fifteen counselors. Since the program 
is new additional staff will be employed. It was felt 
that a study of the role of the elementary counselor in 
the Highline Schools would assist administrators, counsel-
ors, and teachers in developing mutual understanding about 
guidance objectives and activit_ies. Such a study might 
also aid in ~etermining the future direction of the High-
line elementary guidance program. 
Statement of the Problem 
It was the purpose of this study to (1) compare 
elementary counselor's, principal's, and teacher's percep-
tions of the specific activities of the elementary school 
counselor; and (2) to compare the importance of eight gen-
eral elementary counselor functions as ranked by the same 
three groups. Data for these corn.par_isons were compiled 
through a questionnaire. 
Definition of Terms Used 
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(1) General functions: This term refers to the broad 
areas of guidance work required of the elementary school 
counselor. The eight general functions id.entified for this 
study were: counseling, teacher consultation, coordinating 
referrals, total guidance program, parent consultation, in-
terpreting tests, record keeping, and research studies. 
(2) Specific activities: This term describes sub-categories 
or particular responsibilities which are related to the gen-
eral functions of a counselor. For example, assist teachers 
to adjust curriculum to fit the child's level of ability, 
was one of 48 specific activities used in the questionnaire. 
There were six specific activities listed for each general 
function. 
Review of Related Research 
A great -deal of emphasis has been given to guidance 
in the elementary schools of the nation. Currently a num-
ber of studies are under way to examine and possibly clar-
ify the general functions and specific activities of var-
ious pupil personnel specialists. 
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Cottingham (1966a) states that no explicit categor-
ies of operation were commonly found concerning the role of 
the elementary school counselor. Further, the guidance 
functions of the counselor had not been clarified to the 
mutual satisfaction of teachers, counselors, and other per-
sonnel specialists. Until the teacher's guidance function 
has been more clearly delineated, the work of the counselor 
will be se.en in many ways. Comparing reports from teachers, 
counselors, and.principals will help define the counseling 
role. When the various areas of responsibility have been 
clearly outlined, the counselor may more adeq~ately perform 
his role. 
Actual guidance programs in the educational system 
of the nation have, until recently, occurred primarily at 
the secondary school level. Stripling (1964) quoted a 
study by Martinson and Smallenburg (1958) of 75 selected 
cities in the United States in 1928. Only 16 cities re-
ported a definite counseling system in their elementary 
schools. Only six cities reported counselors in individual 
schools. In contrast, the same authors cited statistics 
revealing that the number of elementary_guidance personnel 
in the Los Angeles County school system increased thirty-
fold, from a total of five to 152 during the 10-year per-
iod, 1944-1954. This great difference was due to an in-
creased emphasis in elementary guidance programs rather 
than the population increase of 50 per cent during these 
ten years. 
Development of elementary school guidance programs 
has been spasmodic throughout the country. For example, 
the Washington Guidance Newsletter (1966) reported that in 
the State of Washington 19 districts were funded under 
NDEA in 1965-1966; however, in the following year seven 
of these districts discontinued their programs because no 
funds were available from NDEA or their district. Several 
studies have been conducted where teachers have indicated 
what they want counselors to do to help them. Royster 
(1964) stated that because of the counselor's training 
and skills, he could handle many special problems which 
. were beyond the skills of the classroom te~cher but were 
not considered serious enough for the psychologist or 
psychiatrist. 
Cassel (1963) reported that certain school admin-
istrators believed that the guidance needs of children may 
be adequately handled by having teacher-trained personnel 
serve as both teacher and counselor. He felt that little 
actual effective guidance or counseling could be provided 
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through the large group approach. Pruett (1967) reported 
a national survey by Vickers (1966) which stated that 70 
per cent of the principals surveyed believed that teachers 
should not be the counselor as well as the teacher. With 
the combined efforts of a well-trained counselor and a 
conscientious teacher, Brison (1964) projected that many 
problems could be caught before they reach major propor-
tions. He stated this is the aim of the elementary coun-
selor. 
In a study conducted by Hart in 1961 {reported by 
Farwell, 1961) it was found that teachers · ranked the gen-
eral functions of counselors as follows: 
1. Counseling pupils. 
2. Interpreting data to parents. 
3. Holding parent conferences regarding pupil 
problems. 
4. Interpreting data to individual teachers. 
5. Helping in pupil placement in special classes. 
6. Developing liaison between school and community. 
7. Coordinating with other specialists working on 
a case. 
8. Acting as ~uidance consultant on pupil problems 
to all staff members. 
9. Interpreting data to community agencies. 
10. Reporting to the principal on annual accomplish-
ments in guidance. 
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In a recent survey by Brown and Pruett (1967), re-
sponses from 992 Indiana teachers indicated that counsel-
ors could be most helpful in three particular areas: work-
ing with students individually and in small groups, guid-
ance administration, and research concerning the guidance 
function. Teachers believed their guidance activities 
should include the identification of student needs, making 
referrals, working with parents, and working with students 
in areas that involved learning difficulties. Of the 71 
specific activities rated, the teachers indicated they 
should perform 33 and the counselors should be responsible 
for performing 27. Based on this information, the .writers 
concluded teachers should play an important part in the 
guidance program. But they believed teachers should not 
be responsible for any activities which included "counsel-
ing.11 This is indicative of the type of activities which 
the teacher expects to perform and the type of activities 
which the teacher expects the counselor to perform. 
Elementary teachers within six pilot project schools 
in the State of Washington were asked to identify the gen-
eral guidance functions they felt were most needed. In 
the Washington Guidance Newsletter (1966) the following 
guidance functions were reported: (1) counseling indivi-
dually with students, (2) conferring with teachers in~ivi-
dually, (3) conferring with parents, (4) providing for 
6 
individual testing, (5) helping identify pupil needs, and 
(6) conducting case studies. 
Many authors have attempted to define the counsel-
or's specific activities, and some studies have been con-
ducted where counselors themselves have classified their 
general guidance functions. 
Gottingham (1966a) has classified the counselor's 
general functions into three major areas: (1) counseling 
with students, (2) consultation with teachers, parents, 
and other school personnel, and (3) coordination or lead-
ership of guidance functions in the total· school program. 
Gottingham (1966a) also stated four specific pur-
poses for elementary guidance: 
1. The development of a sense of responsibility 
and self understanding that permits the child 
to react with confidence to his environmental 
demands and explore with personal security 
choices open to him. 
2. Pupil assistance in making decisions resolving 
personal concerns and working toward emotional 
maturity. 
3. Social development--an appreciation for and an 
identification with proper value judgments ex-
pected by society. 
4. To acquire an understanding of the role of ed-
ucation, work, and.leisure time in an increas-
ingly complex occupational world. 
According to Farwell (1961) the school counselor 
could be identified as: 
1. A school staff member committed to education 
and the educational process. 
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2. One who studies human lives and the contingent 
environment in which they live. 
3. One who devotes a two-thirds majority of his 
time to counseling ~ith individuals. 
4. One who conducts follow-up research. 
5. A consultant to teachers, administrators, and 
parents. 
In several pilot programs conducted in.Indiana, 
Pruett (1966) grouped the major functions performed by 
counselors as follows: (1) to help students understand 
themselves and their relationship to others; to help child-
ren develop to the optimum of their poten~ial education-
ally, socially, emotionally, and physically; to help under-
stand the world of work, (2) to help teachers understand 
children, personal and group dynamics, and assist teachers 
in developing skills in using such techniques in class, 
(3) to help parents understand their children, (4) to help 
parents and teachers communicate with each other, (5) to 
help building personnel and parents better identify, un-
derstand, and use staff and referral services including 
special education services, (6) to interpret a "guidance 
point of view," (7) to facilitate articulation at transi-
tional points in the school care~r of children, (8) to 
assist in the screening of students for special attention 
--clas seB, referrals. In another pilot program in Renton, 
WasihingJ,:;on, Johnson (1966) delineated twenty areas of 
counselor responsibility. 
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Washington Guidance Newsletter (1966) reported on 
23 elementary guidance pilot programs in a statewide sur-
vey during the 1965-66 school year. The pilot project 
counselors spent the most time counseling individually 
with students, conferring with teachers and with parents, 
and in group testing. When counselors were asked which 
general functions they felt were "most important", they 
ranked them as follows: (1) counseling individually with 
pupils, (2) conducting group guidance or group counseling 
with students, (3) conferring with teachers individually, 
and (4) conferring with parents. Other important functions 
included observing.in the classroom, visiting students• 
homes, and conducting case studies. These same counselors 
did not cite testing as a "most important" function, al-
though test interpretation for teachers was so indicated. 
There were only two areas of major difference when 
counselor and teacher responses were compared. One was 
related to group guidance and gro~p counseling with stu-
dents. Counselors reported this as a major function, both 
in ti.me spent and as one of their most important functions. 
Teache:rs ranked it 14th in a list of 14 possible counselor 
functions which might meet student needs. 
The other area of difference was that of group and 
individual testing. Teachers ranked individual testing as 
fourth in importance; counselors spent only a small part 
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of their time testing individual students, and rated thi-s 
function far dovm the "most important function" list. 
Although counselors reported that group testing and re-
lated functions consumed 5.1 per cent of their total .time, 
no counselor reported this as a duty of first importance. 
Anderson (1967) conducted a study of the 99 elemen-
tary counselors then employed in the State of Washington. 
All counselors were asked to list the three functions 
to which they would give .i2.J2. priority. Fifty-four of the 
99 counselors gave top priority to the three areas of 
working or counseling with students (individually and in 
groups), working or conferring with parents, and working 
or conferring or consulting with teachers~ Eighty-four 
of the counselors gave top priority to only two of the 
above three functions. These responses were similar to 
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the preceding study done with the 23 pilot project counsel-
ors and tended to confirm the 1965-66 pilot study findings. 
Several studies have been _conducted where principals 
indicated what the role of the elementary counselor should 
be. In another survey, McDougall and Reitan (1963) found 
70 per cent of the elementary school principals in Wash-
ington, Oregon, and Idaho favored counseling with indivi-
dual students and consulting with parents as important 
functions of the elementary school counselors. They as-
signed less importance to the functions of identifying 
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students with special talents and problems, assisting with 
testing prog~am, and interpreting the guidance program to 
the community. Over 80 per cent of the principals who 
responded indicated that keeping attendance records, act-
ing as a disciplinarian and teaching remedial classes were 
either limited functions or not functions of the counselor. 
A majority of the responding principals replie~ that as-
sisting in curriculum planning and conducting guidance 
research in the community were also functions of the 
counselor. 
Vickers (1966), in a national survey of elementary 
guidance services, found that over three-fourths of the 
school principals included consultation with parents and 
teachers and counseling of children as important functions 
of the elementary counselor. Eighty-four per cent said 
that counselors should be coordinators of the total elemen-
tary guidance program. All principals thought the counsel-
or should serye as a resource person to teachers, parents, 
adm:i-nistrators, special services, and community agencies. 
Results of research by Sweeney (1966) indicated 
that ranking of activities by principals and coU:p.selors 
tended to be similar, but differences were found between 
the mean scores of counselors and administrators in vari-
ous· .. 1:ceas. Counselor scores in areas relating to working 
with individual students and accepting professional res-
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ponsibilities were significantly higher than the admin-
istrators'. The administrators' scores in the areas re-
lating to counselor function in working with staff members 
and promoting the general school program were significantly 
higher than the counselors' scor~s. 
McCreary (1966) surveyed counselors, teachers, and 
principals using three slightly different questionnaires 
and found principals and counselors in substantial agree-
ment as to the order of importance of the general functions 
of the elementary counselors. The teachers did not ident-
ify any new services, but expressed the need for addition-
al or increased services of the types they had been receiv-
ing. McCreary also indicated counselor's functions and 
duties overlap those performed by other pupil personnel, 
such as school psychologists, psychometrists, and school 
social workers. 
In a survey by Braden (1967), elementary counselors, 
elementary principals, counselor educators; and state 
supervisors were asked to ide~tify the functions of the 
elementary counselor. Total group comparisons indicated 
that counseling type activities were considered of utmost 
importance by all four groups as .functions of the elemen-
tary school counselor. Consultant, guidance, and teacher 
type activities were rated next in importance. Social 
worker and psychologist-psychometrist type activities were 
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rejected by all groups. The importance of counseling type . 
activities was significantly greater to elementary school 
counselors, counselor educators, and state supervisors 
than it was to elementary principals. 
The Highline Public Schools (1968) wrote a tentative 
job description for the elementary counselor which served 
as the basis for the questionnaire used in this study. 
The descrip~ion included the following eight general 
functions: 
1. To counsel with students, parents, families, 
or teachers on an individual or group basis. 
2. To consult with teachers, principals, parents, 
pupil personnel specialists, and other counsel-
ors regarding the child's special needs. 
3. To coordinate referrals of students and families 
to special services or appropriat~ agencies. 
4. To interpret results of tests and make recom-
mendations to school personnel and/or parents 
as needed. 
5. To maintain accurate up-to-date records. 
6. To accept the responsibility of preserving con-
fidentiality as stated in APGA Code of Ethics. 
7. To provide information on child guidance if 
desired by teachers or parents. 
8. To assist in the orierttation of the child to 
his present school and to facilitate his trans- . 
ition to . subsequent schools. 
In general the foregoing studies revealed that prin-
cipals, counselors, and teachers agreed that counseling, 
teacher consultation, and coordinating referrals were gen-
eral functions of the elementary school counselor. Agree-
ment was less evident for other general functions in most 
of the surveys reported. 
Some differences were evident when dealing with 
specific activities, but these appeared to be unrelated 
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to any one general function. Differences were found in 
group and individual testing, group counseling, counselor's 
accepting professional responsibilities, and activities 
related to the general school program. The conflicting 
views expressed in these studies indicated the role and 
functions of the elementary counselor need to be further 
clarified. 
Many authors have agreed that an effective guidance 
program should have the cooperative effort of administra-
tors, classroom teachers, specialists, and parents (Cot-
tingham, 1966b; Farwell, 1963; Ivey, 1966; Pruett, 1966.) 
Grams (1966) suggested a "team effort" and a developII).ent 
of a "chain of supportive relationships" so that guldance 
functions will not be .conceived of as "being the sole 
responsibility of school specialists." According to 
~atterson (1966), the whole area · of communication must be 
thoroughly understood if counselors are to work effectively 
with teachers and administrators. Actions of counselors 
could be hindered or greatly enhanced through the attitudes 
of administrators who reflect the needs of the students. 
Pruett (1967) advocated that principals, should be "guid-
ance minded" because, if actively interesteq., the impact 
upon the faculty would be greater. 
Hypotheses Tested 
Since the elementary guidance program at Highline 
was new, the study sought clarification of the role of the 
counselor as perceived by elementary principals, teachers, 
and counselors by raising the following questions. (1) 
Were the elementary principals, teachers, . and counselors 
in substantial agreement as to the specific activities of 
the elementary counselor? The writer hypothesized that 
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the three groups would differ in their views of the spe-
cific activities of the elementary counselor. (2) Does 
the relative importance of the eight general guidance func-
tions vary among the three groups? The writer hypothesized 
that differences would exist. The questions raised by the 
study were tested by the following null hypotheses. 
A. No significant differences exist among ratings 
of the specific activities of the elementary 
school counselor as seen by teachers, principals, 
and counselors. 
B. There is no significant difference among rank-
ings of the eight general guidance functions by 




The comparative groups in this study were drawn 
from the total number of elementary principals, counselors, 
and teachers in the Highline Public Schools. All 32 prin-
cipals and all 15 counselors were included in the sample. 
Sixty elementary teachers, grades K through six, were ran-
domly selected from a district total of 584, using Walker's 
(1958) table of random numbers. 
Instrument 
A five-page questionnaire was developed by the writer 
µsing many of the specific activities suggested in a study 
by Raines (1964) and reported by Kornick (1967). Changes 
were made to the Raines' , questionnaire to reduce its length, 
and to conform to the specific guidance functions expected 
of counselors in the Highline Public Schools. Eight gener-
al functions were included in the questionnaire. Seven of 
the functions corresponded to the tentative job description 
written by the Pupil Person_~el Department at Highline. The 
eighth dealt with research regarding the total guidance pro-
gram. They were summarized as follows: (1) teacher con-
sultation, (2) counseling, (3) total guidance program, (4) 
parent consultation, (5) interpreting tests, (6) coordin-
ating referrals, (7) record keeping, and (8) research 
studies. 
The writer chose six or seven specific activities 
which fit each of the eight functions. Ten graduate stu-
dents who had elementary teaching experience judged 52 
statements dealing with guidance at the elementary level 
and placed each statement within a general function cate-
gory. The statements selected for inclusion in the final 
form of the instrument were those on which eight or more 
of the judges agreed. Each of the eight functio•ns were 
described by six statements which were arranged on the 
questionnaire so no two statements from the same function 
were together. 
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The respondents were asked to rate each of the spe-
cific activities according to how strongly they agreed or 
disagreed it was a responsibility, of the elementary school 
counselor. They were asked to assign a whole number which 
corresponaed to the five terms of the scale: (1) Strongly 
Agree, (2) Agree, (3) Undecided, (4) Disagree, (5) Strongly 
Disagree. A note following the last question invited com-
ment about questionnaire items or about the functions 0£ 
elementary counselors, in general. (See Appendix A). 
The second part of the questionnaire instructed the 
respondents to rank the eight functions in order of their 
importance. These were listed in random order at the 
bottom of the page. A space was provided after each func-




The questionnaires were sent to all respondents with 
a letter explaining the purpose of the study. (See· Appen-
dix B). A self-add~essed envelope was provided for prompt 
return. Approximately two weeks later a follow-up tele-
phone call was made to those who had not yet re~ponded. 
When questionnaires were returned, an identif~ing number 
was removed from each and the corresponding name checked 
off. 
The raw data was then recorded for each of the three 
groups. When the writer had received more than 90 per cent 
of the questionnaires, the returns were judged complete. 
The data from each respondent was transferred to an IBM 
punch card for computer analysis at Central Washington 
State College. 
A simple analysis of variance (Edwards, 1954) was 
applied to the principals', teachers', and counselors' 
ratings of the 48 specific activities. This was done to 
determine whether a statistically significant difference 
ex5.sted among the three groups. The .01 level of signifi-
cance was chosen for rejection of the null hypotheses. 
Where significant differences were found, the 1 test was 
applied to pinpoint the nature of the differences between: 
1. Elementary teachers and principals. 
2. Elementary teachers and counselors. 
3. Elementary principals and counselors. 
The Kendall "W" Coefficient of Concordance (Siegel, 
1956) was applied to the rankings of the eight general 
guidance functions as seen by teachers, principals, and 
counselors to determine whether significant differences 




Fifty-two of 60 teachers and 13 of 15 counselors 
returned completed questionnaires. A one hundred per cent 
(100%) response was received from the 32 principals. 
A simple analysis of variance was applied individu-
ally to each statement of the questionnaire to determine 
whether a statistically significant difference existed 
among the three groups. At the .01 level, diffe.rences 
were found in statements 3, 8, 9, 22, 23, 24, 28, 42, and 
44. None of the other statements achieved significance. 
The data are contained in Table 1. A 1 test was applied 
to these statements to determine just where between-group 
differences existed in regard to these nine items. 
The 1 test revealed significant differences between 
principals and counselors on statements 23 and 42. Signi-
ficant differences were found between teachers and princi-
pals on statements 8, 9, and 44. Statements 8, 9, 22, 23, 
28, 4 2, and 44 di_ffered significantly between teachers and 
counselors. No significant differ.ences were found between 
principals and counselors, teachers and counselors, or 
teachers and principals on statements 3 and 24. 
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TABLE 1 
SIMPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEACHERS', COUNSELORS', AND 
PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF 48 SPECIFIC GUIDANCE ACTIVITIES 
Question F Question F 
1 3.00 25 1.26 
2 .06 26 3.36 
3 4.90* 27 1.72 
4 .97 28 8.09* 
5 2.37 29 .67 
6 2.90 30 .58 
7 2.81 31 3.23 
8 8.78* 32 .33 
9 10.76* · 33 2.13 
10 .99 34 3.02 
11 3.86 35 2.55 
12 2.71 36 2.35 
13 .52 37 .26 
14 1.94 38 .28 
15 .95 39 1.57 
16 1.34 40 .06 
17 .53 41 1.16 
18 1.54 42 9.18·lE-
19 1.88 43 .27 
20 .15 44 12.70* 
21 .34 45 1.75 
22 5.69* 46 .76 
23 8.92* 47 2.76 
24 5.21* 48 .12 
* F value of 4.82 is required for .E. .01. 
Significant Differences 
Reference to the significant !s- shown in Table 2 
along with the tally of responses from teachers, princi-
pals, and counselors, presented in Table 3, will be help-
ful in understanding the nature of the significant differ-
ences. 
Principals and Counselors 
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There were two statements on which principals and 
counselors differed significantly. The first was: "Record 
test results on cumulative records" (statement 23). Prin-
cipals' answers ranged from one, Strongly Agree, to five, 
Strongly Disagree, with a mean rating of 3.81 and a stan-
dard deviation of 1.401. Counselors' responses ranged 
from four, Disagree, to five, Strongly Disagree, with a 
mean rating of 4.62 and.a standard deviation of .506. 
A 1 test result of 2.82 with 43 df (degrees of freedom) 
war3 obtained. The range of the principals' .answers would 
indicate that considerable difference of opinion existed 
among principals on this question. Counselors, however 
expressed unanimity in disagreeing with this as one of the 
counselor's activities. Principals, as a group, were more 
in favor of counselors performing this activity than were 
counselors. 
Number 42, "Administer the standardized group tests 
TABLE 2 
MEAN DIFFERENCES AND. t TEST RESULTS FOR PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS, 
AND COUNSELORS ON SELECTED GUIDANCE ACTIVITIES 
Mean Ratings•:<-* I !-Test Results 
Question T·eachers Principals Counselors aTeacher vs 
b . 
Teacher vs 0Principals vs 
N=52 N=32 N=l3 Principals Counselors Counselors 
3 2.00 2.53 2.77 2.27 2.27 .62 
8 2.29 1.53 1.62 4.36* 3.29* .50 
9 4.15 3.56 3.00 2.77* 3.93* 1.67 
22 2.67 2.06 1.62 2.38 4.57* 1.96 
23 3.02 3.81 4.62 2.52 6.64* 2.82* 
24 2.02 2.44 2.85 2.26 2.42 1.19 
28 2.44 3.06 3.69 2.42 3.53* 1.60 
42 3.35 3.44 4.62 .38 6.60* 4.81* 
44 3.90 4.66 4.85 4.34* 5.67* 1.22 
-x- Significant at • 01 level 
** Based upon a possible range 
a rating 
of 1 to 5 with 1 indicating the most favorable 
b 2.63 .!-difference required for E 
2.66 t-difference required· for p 
c 2.70 !-difference required for E 
.01 for 82 df 
.01 for 63 df 




A TALLY OF RESPONSES FROM TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND 
COUNSELORS FOR SELECTED GUIDANCE ACTIVITIES 
Tally of Responses 
Teachers Principals Counselors 
N=52 N=32 N=13 
Q) Q) 
Q) Q) 
~ f-1 Q) Q) o.O Q) 
Q) cd Q) cd Q) 
F-1 rt.l F-1 rt.l F-1 
o.O ·r-1 o.O ·r-1 o.O 
~ A ~ A ~ 
Statement rd rd rd ?') Q) Q) ?') ?') (l) (l) ?') ?') Q) Q) 
M rd (l) M M rd Q) M M rd Q) 
o.O ·r-1 F-1 o.O ~ •r-1 f-1 o.O o.O •r-1 F-1 A Q) C) o.O A Q) 0 o.O A A Q) 0 o.O 
0 Q) Q) cd 0 0 (l) Q) cd 0 0 Q) (1) cd 
F-1 f-1 rd Cl.l f-1 . F-1 f-1 rd Cl.l f-1 f-1 f-1 rd Ul 
.µ o.O A .,; .µ .µ o.O A •r-1 .µ .µ o.O A ·r-1 
Cl:} -=i: l=l A Cl:} Cl:} ~ p A Cl:} Cl:} -=i: p A 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 
3 12 30 8 2 0 5 11 7 7 1 1 6 2 3 
8 13 21 9 8 :i 15 17 0 0 0 5 8 0 0 
9 0 1 6 29 16 1 2 6 19 3· 0 6 1 6 
22 8 17 7 .17 3 10 15 2 5 0 5 8 0 0 
23 7 10 10 18 7 2 3 3 10 13 0 0 0 5 
24 12 28 8 4 0 1 20 7 4 0 1 5 3 3 
28 4 27 12 7 1 4 8 5 12 3 0 3 2 4 
42 0 12 15 20 5 2 5 7 13 5 0 0 0 5 





























given in the school" was the other statement where signi-
ficant disagreement appeared. Principals' answers ranged 
from one to five with two Strongly Agreeing, seven Agree-
ing, seven Undecided, eighteen Disagreeing, and five Strong-
ly Disagreeing. A mean of 3.44 and a standard deviation of 
1.134 resulted. Principals appeared to hold .a variety of 
opinions on this as a counselor's activity. Counselors' 
answers ranged from four to five, with a mean rating of 
4.62 and a standard deviation of .506. At value of 4.81 
with 43 df was obtained. Counselors indicated a close 
agreement in opposing this activity as an ·integral part of 
the counselor's job. As a group, principals were less op-
posed to counselors performing this activity than were 
counselors. 
Teachers and Principals 
Teachers and principals differed significantly on 
three activities. Teachers' responses to statement 8, 
"Refer children to the school nurs·e when needed" ranged all 
the way_ from one, Strongly Agree, to five, Strongly Dis-
agree, with a mean rating of 2.29 and a standard deviation 
of 1.072. Principals' answers were grouped in the area of 
one, Strongly Agree,· to two, Agree, with a mean rating of 
1.53 and a standard deviation of .507. At test result of 
4.36 with 82 .£.! was obtained. Principals were more: in 
agreement that this was a counseling activity than were 
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teachers.· 
Principals' answers to statement 9, 11 Take pupils 
new to the school on a tour of the school plant", ranged 
from one to five, with a mean rating of 3.56 and a standard 
deviation of 1.075. Teachers' responses ranged from two, 
Agree, to five, Strongly Disagree, with a mean rating of 
4.15 and a standard deviation of .696. _A 1 value of 2.77 
with 82 §:! was obtained. Disagreement was greater with 
teachers. Forty-five of 52 teachers were opposed to the 
counselors performing this activity, while only 22 of the 
32 principals were opposed. 
The third specific activity which evidenced dis-
agreement between teachers and principals _was statement 44, 
"Discipline students". The range for both groups was from 
two, Agree, to five, Strongly Disagree. Teachers' responses 
covered almost the entire range and were more equally dis-
tributed, while principals were · almost unanimous in the two 
ratings of disagreement. The mean rating for teachers was 
3.90, with a standard deviation of .934. The mean rating 
"for prj_nc}ipals was 4, 66 with a standard deviation of • 653. 
With 82 df, a 1 value of 4.34 was obtained. Thus, princi-
~als ~ere more o~~osed to the counselors disci~lining stu-
dents than were teachers. 
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Teachers and Counselors 
The greatest number of differences were found be-
tween teachers and counselors. Significant differences 
were found between these groups for seven of the nine act-
ivities. Teachers' responses to statement 23, "Record test 
results on cumulative records", ranged from on~, Strongly 
Agree, to five, Strongly Disagree, with a mean rati.ng of 
3.02 and a standard deviation of 1.407. The range of re-
sponses by teachers, shown in Table 3, indicated division 
among this group. Seventeen agreed, while 25 disagreed, 
and 10 were undecided. Counselors' answers ranged from 
four, Disagree, to five, Strongly Disa~ree, with a mean 
rating of 4.62 and a standard deviation of· .506. A! test 
result of 6.64 was obtained for 63 df. Counselors agreed 
that the clerical task of recording tes~ results on cum-
ulative record cards was not a counselor activity, while 
teachers were divided in their opinions. 
Statement 42, qoncerning the administration of 
standardized group tests, resulted in a range of two, Agree, 
to five, Strongly Disagree, for teachers. Fifteen were 
undecided, while only 12 agreed, p,nd 25 disagreed. The 
teachers' mean rating was 3.35, with a standard deviation 
of .947. The counselors' responses ranged from four, Dis-
agree to five, Strongly Disagree, with a mean rating of 
4.62 and a standard deviation of .506. With 63 df, a 1 
test result of 6.60 was obtained. This suggested that 
teachers were less clear in their conception of the role 
of the counselor in the administration of standardized 
group tests than were counselors. As a group, counselors 
unanimously opposed this as a counseling activ~ty. 
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Counselors' answers to statement 8, "Refer cp.ildren 
to the school nurse when needed", ranged from one, Strongly 
~gree, to two, Agree, with a mean rating of 1.62 and a 
standard deviation of .506. Although teachers' responses . 
ranged from one to five, with a mean rating of 2.29 and a 
standard deviation of 1.072, a majority of 34 agreed, nine 
were undecided, and nine disagreed. With 63 df, a 1 value 
of 3.29 resulted. Some teachers attached less importance 
to counselors referring children to the school nurse than 
did counselors. Counselors as a group unanimously supported 
this as a counseling activity. 
Teachers' ratings on statement 9, "Take pupils new 
to the school on a tour of the school plant", ranged from 
two to five, with a mean rating of 4.15 and a standard 
deviation of .696. Counselors' responses ranged from two 
to four with a mean rating of 3.00 and a standard deviation 
of 1.000. The range of responses by counselors in Table 3 
indicated that they were evenly divided between "agree" 
and 11disagree 11 , with only one person remaining neutral on 
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this activity. A 1 test res~lt of 3.93 with.63 -9:! was 
found. Teachers took a definite stand against this activity, 
while counselors were divided, indicating a confusion of 
role perception between the two groups. 
Counselors' answers to statement 44, "Discipline 
student~", ranged from four, Disagree, to five, Strongly 
Disagree, with a mean rating of 4.85 and a standard devia-
tion of .375. Teachers' responses ranged from two, Agree, 
to five, Strongly Disagree. Thirty-five disagreed, while 
thirteen were undecided and only four agre_ed. The mean 
of 3.90 resulted in a standard deviation of .934 and a 
! value of 5.67 for 63 .9-f. As a group, counselors were 
united in a strong expression of the fact they should have 
no responsibility for disciplining students. 
Ratings by teachers of statement 22, "Refer child-
ren to the speech therapist when needed", ranged from one, 
Strongly Agree, to five, Strongly Disagree, with a mean 
rating of 2.67 and a standard deviation of 1.324. The 
range of responses by teachers shown in Table 3 indicated 
25 agreed, 20 disagreed, and seven were neutral. Teachers 
1 were not in agreement on the counselor's role as a referral 
agent in this case. Counselors' ratings ranged from one 
to two, with a mean rating of 1.62 and a standard deviation 
of .506. With 63 £!, a 1 test result of 4.57 was obtained. 
Therefore, counselors saw this as a more important area of 
their responsibility than did teachers, who were divided 
in their ratings. 
Teachers' answers to statement 28, "Plan and Coor-
dinate the school's testing program", ranged from one to 
five, with a mean rating of 2.44 and a standard deviation 
of .958. Counselors' responses ranged from two to five, 
with a mean rating of 3.69 and a standard deviation of 
1.182. A! value of 3.53, with 63 .2:.f was obtained. Coun-
selors, as a group, were opposed to having the responsibi-
lity of planning and coordinating the school testing pro-
gram, while teachers tended to see this activity as a 
responsibility of counselors. 
Hypothesis A, which stated that no significant dif~ 
fercnces exist concerning the specific activities of the 
elementary school counselor as rated by counselors, 
teachers, and principals was rejected. 
General Functions Ranked 
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The last page of the questionnaire asked the respon-
dents to rank eight general functions related to guidance 
j_n the elementary school. Table 4 illustrates how the 
three groups ranked the eight general functions identified 
by capital letters A through H. 
TABLE 4 
RANKINGS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND COUNSELORS 
OF THE EIGHT GENERAL FUNCTIONS OF GUIDANCE 
General Ranks 
Areas 
A B C D E F G 
Teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Principals 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 






The rankings of principals and teachers were identical, 
as follows: first, (A) to consult with teachers; principals, 
pupil personnel specialists, and other counselors regarding 
.the ~hild's special needs; second, (B) to counsel with stu-
dents, parents, families, or teachers on an individual or 
group b~sis; third, ' (C) to assist in the total guidance 
p:eogra.m by providing desired information to teachers and 
parents and in aiding the orientation of the child to the 
total school situation; fourth, (D) to consult with parents 
regarding the child's special needs; fifth, (E) to interpret 
results of tests and make recommendations to school per-
sonnel and/or parents as nee~~d; sixth, (F) to coordinate 
referrals of students and families to special services or 
appropriate agencies; seventh, (G) to maintain ·accurate 
up-to-date records; and eighth, (H) to do research in areas 
regarding the total guidance program. 
Counselors reversed the first and second functions, 
believing that counseling with students was more important 
than consulting with teachers. The third and fourth func-
tions were also reversed, indicating that consulting with 
parents was of more importance than assisting in the total 
guidance program. The third variation was reversing the 
fifth and sixth rankings of the teachers and principals. 
Counselors placed more emphasis on coordinating referrals 
than interpreting results of tests. 
The Kendall coefficient of concordance was applied, 
yielding a~ of .968. Kendall's~ measures of extent of 
agreement among the three sets of rankings of teachers, 
principals, and counselors. The agreement among the rank-
ings o:f the three groups was significant at the .01 level. 
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Hypothesis B was accepted. There were no significant 
differences among rankings of the general guidance func-
tions as see~ by teachers, principals, and counselors~ 
At the end of the questionnaire respondents were 
2-.sked to add comments about any i terns in the questionnaire 
or about the functions of elementary counselors. About 
one third of the questionnair~s contained comments ranging 
from a few words to a typewritten page. Many suggested 
that certain specific activities be a~signed to other cert-
ified personnel. Comments from all three groups indicated 
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that counselors should help rather than conduct any type 
of research. Counselors emphasized the importance of work-
ing with significant adults in a child's life. A few prin-
cipals believed that a counselor should be assigned to only 
one building, and some teachers requested as many as three 
counselors in a building o~ 600 or more students. Accord-
ing to one teacher, a counselor would be more effective if 
allowed to continue in one school for several years. An-
· other teacher thought counselors should be rotated every 
few years, while a third teacher suggested th.e counselor 
should teach one year after each five years of counseling. 
Many thought that only a superhuman counselor could accom-
plish all the tasks listed on the questionnaire. 
CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION 
The discussion has been separated into four sections: 
general functions, specific activities, relationship of 
the general functions to the specific activities, and re-
commendations. 
General Functions 
T.eachers, principals, and counselors in the Highline 
School District were in substantial agreement as to the 
order of importance of the general functions of elementary 
schooJ. counselors. Except for three slight variations, 
counselors agreed with teachers and principals as to the 
order of importance of the eight general elementary guid-
ance functions. This might indicate that a substantial 
basis of understanding concerning the role of the elemen-
tary school counselor existed among Highline teachers, 
principals, and counselors. Hopefully this basic under-
standing could lead to future improvements in the guidance 
services for children in the 34 elementary schools in the 
Highline District. If this substantial agreement continues 
to hold true, it could lead toward more effective communi-
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cation among all personnel involved in the child guidance 
program. Discussions, meetings, and reviews at timely in-
tervals would assist administrators, counselors and teachers 
to sharpen definition of their roles in the guidance pro-
gram. · This could result in improved guidance .practices in 
the schools. 
In reviewing the rankings of the general functions 
by the three groups, no significant differences were found. 
Counselors placed counseling students first. Second and 
third places were teacher consultation and parent consulta-
tion. Functions dealing with the total guidance program 
and coordinating referrals were fourth and fifth. The last 
three were, sixth, interpreting test results, seventh, 
record keeping, and eighth, research studies. 
Specific Activities 
Of the 48 activities rated by the three groups, 
seven showed significant between-group differences: only 
two between principals and-counselors, three between teach-
ers and principals, and all seven between teachers and 
counselors. Of the seven specific activities showing a 
significant difference, six were o~ the same end of the 
dichotomous scale used on the questionnaire, and were sig-
nificantly different only in degree of agreement or disagree-
ment. Only statement number 28, planning and coordinating 
the school testing program, showed actual disagreement. 
Teachers ~esponded on one side of the scale and counselors 
another. 
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Two of the seven related to testing. The first was 
statement 28, planning and coordinating the school's test-
ing program. The wide range of views by principals and 
teachers yielded mean scores corresponding to the "undecided" 
category. Comparison with Table 2, page 23, and Table 3, 
page 24, will indicate the means gave only one aspect of 
the data, and the range should be considered to understand 
the implications. For example, a mean rating of 3.0 could 
be understood to indicate that a group was "undecided", 
when, in fact, opinion could be divided equally on both 
sides of the spectrum. 
Over half of the teachers were in favor of the coun-
selor planning and coordinating the school's testing pro-
gram, and the principals replies indicated a wide range 
of opinion. The counselors indica~ed strong opposition to 
performing this activity. This counselor disagreement or 
division of opinion with teacher,s and principals may be 
due to a lack of understanding by t~achers and principals 
concerning the counselor's role in testing. 
The second · area of. disagreement in testing was ad-
ministeri.ng standardized group tests. The unanimity of 
the counselors' opposition to performing this activity 
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stood out, as opposed to the wide range of views by prin-
cipals an~ teachers. It appeared there was some difference 
of opinion on the part of teachers and principals as to the 
counselor's responsibility in administering group tests. 
This concurs with findings reported in the Washington Guid-
ance Newsletter (1966) where teachers and counselors dif-
fered in the same way on ratings of individual and _group 
testing. 
Referring students to the school nurse or speech. 
therapist brought favorable ratings from counselors and 
principals, and a wide range of views from teachers. This 
could be due to previously established procedures where 
teachers included this responsibility as one of their own 
numerous tasks. 
Counselor opinion was divided concerning their re-
sponsibility for taking new students on a tour of the school 
plant. This indicated a point needing clarification by 
counselors themselves. Disagreement was registered by 
principals and teachers, who felt this was not a duty of 
the counselor •. 
Counselors and principals were almost unamimous in 
their strong disagreement to the task of disciplining stu-
dents. One-fourth of the teachers were undecided, and only 
four expressed agreement that the counselor should perform 
this activity. Perhaps the indecision by some of these 
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teachers is related to their lack of understanding the ap-
proach taken by counselors when dealing with students who 
have ignored the disciplinary rules. This may substantiate 
the often repeated opinion by educators that the image 
of the counselor should be that of helper rather than dis-
ciplinarian. 
The responsibility for recording test results on 
cumulative records yielded significant differences between 
teachers and counselors, and between principals and coun-
selors. Teachers• views were widely spread resulting in 
noticeable division. Principals also presented a . wide 
range of views which leaned strongly toward disagreement. 
However, counselors left no doubt that they were strongly 
against performing this task. These results clearly show 
the need for clarifying the responsibility of recording 
test results. 
Significant E, values were found in statements 3 and 
24, when the simple analysis of variance was applied; · how-
ever, these statements did not yield significant 1 values 
when compared between teachers and principals, teachers 
and coun.selors, and principals and counselors. The absence 
of significant 1 values may have resulted from the simple 
analysis of variance considering three means while the t 
test considered only two • . 
Reference to Appendix C showed that responses to the 
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six activities related to the general function of research 
resulted in some unexpected facts. First, at least one of 
the groups showed division in each of the activities. These 
opinions may have resulted from the lack of any active par~ 
ticipation by the respondents in any research program con-
ducted by the newly formed research department in the High-
line Public Schools. Second, the greatest number of un-
decided responses by all three groups appeared in this gen-
eral function of research. It could be that the potential 
of research in the guidance program is not understood. Al-
though no significant differences were found in this general 
function, the responses did reveal a lack of unders.tanding 
of research in areas regarding the total guidance program. 
An over-all review of the total responses, as shown 
in Appendix C, revealed that teachers registered the lar-
gGst number of undecided responses. Counselors tended to-
\vard a well-defined stand on each activity, while principals 
were somewhere between these views. Elementary counselors 
in the Highline guidance program WE?re few in number, but 
had to serve nearly 600 teachers in 34 schools. Perhaps 
many teachers were unaware of the counselor's role due to 
lack of working wi-th and knowing the counselor. On the 
other hand, counselors were directly responsible to each 
building principal, and this closer relationship may ha'tre 
accounted for their closer agreement on what the counselor 
was supposed to do. This closeness of agreement between 
counselors and principals might also be a factor in the 
initial selection of counselors for positions in the High-
line district. 
Relationship of the General Functions to the 
Specific Activities 
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The general function of consulting with teachers was 
ranked first by teachers and principals, and second by 
counselors. This function brought the greatest number of 
responses under the first two ratings of Strongly Agree and 
Agree. Although statistical analysis of this area was[not 
a part of the prepared study, a brief discussion was in-
cluded as it seemed to lend understanding to the data. The 
teachers' favorable ratings totaled 258 out of a possible 
312 responses. Principals' responses in the first two 
ratings numbered 169 out of a possible 192, and counselors• 
responses totaled 72 favorable ratings from a possibl~ 78. 
This agreement tended to indicate that the three groups 
bel~eved counselors were responsible for the six activities 
related to this function. 
The general function of interpreting test results 
was ranked fourth in importance by teachers and principals, 
~md fifth by counselors. Teachers and principals rated 
the two testing activities (38 and 42) more favorably than 
counselors. The counselors attitudes in this area may ac-
count for the difference in ranks. 
All three groups ranked the gener~l function of re-
search studies eighth in importance. This tends to sub-
stantiate the finding of no significant differences in 
ratings of the specific activities dealing with research 
studies. 
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This same rationale was applied in reviewing the other 
three general functions: teacher consultation, parent con-
sultation, and counseling. None of the activities dealing 
with these functions resulted in significant differences. 
A brief comparison of the two .hypotheses might in-
dicate some contradictions. Since seven significant dif-
ferences were found in rating the 48 specific activities, 
which resulted in rejecting Hypothesis A, it could be ex-
pected that significant differences might appear in the 
rankings of the eight general functions by the three groups. 
This was not true, as Hypothesis B was accepted. Differ-
ences in the specific activities were related to four of 
the general functions. Had the majority of the seven dif-
ferences been concentrated in only one or two of the gener-
al functions, it is possible that significant differences 




The study pointed out several areas of possible con-
flict due to varying role perceptions among the three groups. 
These areas should be further studied in an effort to im-
prove the mutual understanding of the elementary counselor's 
function in the Highline School District. 
The results of this study indicated the following 
areas of conflict might pro.fitably be included in educator's 
future discussions of counselor activities: 
1. Planning and coordinating the school testing 
program. 
2. Administering standardized group tests. 
3. Referring pupils to the school nurse and/or 
speech therapist when needed. 
4. Taking pupils on a tour of the school plant. 
5. Disciplining students. 
6. Recording test results on cumulative records. 
Other than the significant differences already re-
viewed in this study, there were other points which might 
reflect fundamental philosophical differences between 
counselors, teachers, and principals. These should also 
be considered in further defining the role of the elemen-
tary school counselor in the Highline district. These 
points are as follows: 
1. Within-group disagreement was evident for all 
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three groups on the general function of research. 
This would indicate wide misunderstanding existed 
as to the counselor's responsibility for this 
function. 
2. The large number of undecided responses by teach-
ers indicated the lack of a clear understanding 
of the counselor's role in the elementary school. 
3. The significant differences and intra-group dis-
agreement indicated a need for communication be-
tween principals and teachers, principals and 
counselors, counselors and teachers, and within 




The purpose of this study was to compare specific 
activities of the elementary school counselor as they were 
perceived by elementary counselors, principals, and teachers 
of the Highline Public Schools. Since the Highline elem-
entary guidance program has been in existence for only two 
years, it was felt that a study of this type might assist 
administrators, counselors, and _teachers in developing 
mutual understanding about the school's guidance objectives 
and activities • 
.A questionnaire was sent to 60 teachers, 32 elemen-
tary school principals, and 15 counselors. The question-
naire contained eight general functions of guidance to be 
ranked in the order of_ their importance, ~nd 48 specific 
guidance activities which were to be rated on a one to five 
scale. The purpose of the questionnaire was to identify 
areas of disagreement among the three groups concerning the 
responsibilities of the elementary school counselor, and to 
compare how· the three groups saw the importance of the 
general functions. One hundred per cent of the principals, 
and 86.6% of the teachers and counselors.respectively re-
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turned completed questionnaires. 
Of the 48 activities rated by the three groups, seven 
showed significant differences: two between principals 
and counselors, three between teachers and principals, and 
all seven b~tween teachers and counselors. These seven 
differences were related to the following general func-
tions: interpreting results of tests, coordinating refer-
rala, maintaining accurate records, and assisting in the 
total guidance prog~am. 
Teachers, principals, and counselo~s generally agreed 
on the rank order of importance of the general guidance func-
tions of the elementary school counselor. Principals and 
teachers were identical in their rankings,while counselors 
showed three slight variations. No significan.t differences 
were found among the rankings by the three groups. 
Although teachers, principals, and counselors showed 
significant disagreement on seven of the specific guidance 
activities, the study did indicate there were no significant 
differences on 41 other specific activities concerning the 
role and functions of elementary school counselors. Among 
these 41 specific activities, however, there were numerous 
occasions of wide disagreement within the ratings by teach-
ers and principals, indicating a lack of clarity among their 
ranks as to the role and function of the elementary school 
counselor. 
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Rate each of the specific activities below according to how 
strongly you agree or disagree that it should be a respon-
sibility of the elementary school counselor. Assign whole 
numbers which correspond to the five terms ("Agree,':' "Un-
decided," etc.) shown on the scale below. 
For example, if you agree with statement number one (The 
elementary school counselor should provide counseling for 
students who are disciplinary problems) then write the 
numeral two (2) on the line provided to the right of that 
statement. Please be sure you rate every statement. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagr·ee 
1 2 3 4 
The elementary school counselor should: 
1. Provide counseling for students who are 
disciplinary problems 
2. Help needful children obtain glasses, 
hearing aids, clothes, food and other 
' essentials •• . . . . . 
3. Visit parents in the homes of students 
who have behavioral, social, attendance 
or economic problems •• . . . . . 
<L. Be available to discuss teachers 1 
personal problems •••• . . . . 
5. Assist teachers to adjust curriculum 
to fit the child's level of ability. 








Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
2 3 4 
child exhibits social and emotional 
problems in school •••••• 
7. Periodically make observations and 
write anecdotal reports on children 
selected for study ••••• 
8. Refer children to the school nurse 
when need~d •• 
9. Take pupils new to the school on a 
tour of the school plant •••• 
10. Conduct research on curriculum 
development in remedial reading. 
. . . 
11. Arra~ge parent conferences to discuss 
a child's receiving help in terms 
of a special class 
12. Provide individual counseling on a 
continuing basis for children present-
j_:n_g learning or adjustment difficulties. 
13. Assist in attendance keeping. 
14. Administer sociometric devices in 








Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
1 2 'I 3 4 
peer groups •••••••••• 
15. Conduct research in the area of 
Early Entrance • . . . . . . . . . . . . 
16. Conduct individual case conferences 
with involved teachers, administra-
tors, etc. and present a composite 
pi0ture of all specialists' findings 
17. Meet with small groups of children 
who have behavior or learning 
problems on a regular basis •• . . . 
18. Conduct an in-service education program 
for teachers regarding mental health in 
the classroom. • . . . . . 
19. Help the teacher cope with children 
who present learning or adjustment 
problems. 
20. Obtain and show guidance films and 
discuss them with .the class •• 
21. Arrange parent conferences to discuss 














affecting the child's school 
adjustment •• . . . . . . . 





when needed •• . . . . . . . -------
23. Record test results on cumulative 
records •••••••• . ·. 
24. Test new. pupils transferring to the 
school without adequate ability and 
achievement test results •• . . . . . . ·-------
25. Meet on a regular basis with small 
groups of parents who have similar 
problems with their children and 
who wish help •••••• 
26. Arrange "get acquainted" activities 
for students. . . . . . . . . . . . 
27. Refer children to community agencies, 
e.g. Child Welfare, etc ••••• 
28. Plan and coordinate the school's 
. .• ·-------
. ·-~-----
testing program. • • . . . . . ... ·-------
29. Assist in scheduling special classes 




Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
l 2 3 4 
30. On request from the teacher, suggest 
different approaches to be used with 
children having adjustment problems. 
31. Screen children for special classes 
by individual testing ••• 
32. Co::iduct research regarding the guidance 
services provided by the school •• 
33. - Provide counseling for parents who wish 
it if the family problem is affecting 
the child's school adjustment ••• 
34. Assist school secretarial staff in 
efficient filing of records. . . . 
35. Refer children to the school psycholo-
gist when indicated by the results of 
diagnostic instruments . . . . 
36. Gonduct a study to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of the testing program used 
tn the district ••••••••••• 
37. Summarize and interpret sociogram 
results and develop plans to facili-















38. Conduct parent conferences to better 





develop a good home-school relationship •• ______ _ 
39. Assist the teacher in the appraisal 
of students ••• . . . . . . . . . ... ·-------
40. Conduct research in the community 
on pertinent·guidance problems •• 
41. Arrange parent conferences to discuss 
the academic progress and adjustment 
of the child in school ••••••• . . ·-------
42. Administer the standard.i,zed group 
tests given in the school (i.e., I.Q., 
Achievement, etc.) . . . . . . . 
43. Refer children for psychiatric help 
due to recommendations by school 
psychologist ••••• . ...... ·-------
44. Discipline students. . ...... ·-------
45. Conduct research concerning the types 
of problems referred to guidance per-




Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
1 2 3 
46. Perform various secretarial duties 
concerning record keeping ••••• 
47. Assist the teacher in promotion and 
retention decisions with a view for 
considering the better alternative 
4 






for the child ••••• . .... ·-------
48. Maintain confidential files on indivi-
duals receiving counseling •••••• . ·-------
Note: Any d.iscussion of item or i terns in this 
questionnaire may be written below. I 
welcome any comments you have on the 
functions of the elementary school 




Listed below are a number of general areas related to guid-
ance in the elementary school. Please~ these in order -
of their importance as functions to be performed by the 
elementary school counselor. Write the numeral one (1) on 
the line provided next to the statement which you believe 
represents the most important function of the elementary 
counselor. Write the numeral two (2) on the line provided 
next to the statement which you think represents the second 
most important function, a three (3) next to the third most 
£!n..E.2J,:ant, etc. through eight (8), the least important 
'> 
~tJ.9,g. Use each numeral only once. Ties must be 
avoided. 
To interpret results of tests and make recommendations 
to school personnel and/or parents . as needed ••••• 
To c1o research in areas regarding :the total 
guidance program •••••••••••••• 
To consult with teachers, principals, pupil per-
so-;-1nel specialists, and other counselors regarding 
the child's special needs ••••••••••••• 
To counsel with students, parents, families, or 
teachers on an individual or group basis ••••• 
To maintain accurate up-to-date records •• 
. . 
To coordinate referrals of students and families 
to special services or appropriate agencies ••• . . . 
APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
To assist in the total guidance program by provid-
ing desired information to teachers and parents 
and in aiding the orientation of the child to the 
total school situation •••••••••••••• 
To consult with parents regarding the child's 
special needs ••••••••••••••••• 
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APPENDIX B 
May 9, 1969 
APPENDIX B 
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 
I am an elementary teacher in the Highline Public Schools 
and am presently on sabbatical leave at Central Washington 
College. For my master's thesis I am conducting a study 
comparing the opinions of educators as they perceive the 
functions of the elementary school counselor in the High-
line School District. This study has been approved by the 
superintendent's office. 
60 
Your response to the questionnaire, together with those 
from other educators, will aid in strengthening our elemen-
tary guidance program in Highline. Results of this survey 
will be made available, on request, to all.respondents. 
Please accept my grateful thanks for your time and patience 
in helping me collect these data. The enclosed stamped 
envelope is for your convenience in returning the question-
naire. 
Very truly yours, 
Gary W. Sherman 
3840 S0. 178th 
Seattle, Washington 
98188 
P.S. It is MOST important that your response be mailed by 




TALLY OF RESPONSES ON 48 SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES 
FOR TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND COUNSELORS 
62 
Tally of Responses--Teacher Consultation 
Teachers Principals Counselors 
N=52 N=32 N=l3 
Q) Q) Q) 
rd Q) rd Q) rd Q) :>, Q) Q) :>,H :>, Q) Q) :>,H :>, Q) Q) :>,H 
r-1 (1.) rd Q) r-1 QC r-1 (1.) rd (1.) r-1 QC r-l (1.) rd (1.) r-l till QC (1.) ·rl f-l QC ro till (1.) •rl f-l tilled till© ·rl H till C\1 S:: H (1.) 0 till S:: ro s:lH (1.) 0 till S:: ro S:: f-l Q) 0 till s:: r/.) 
Statement 0 till Q) Q) cu 0 ·rl 0 till Q) Q) (ij O·rl 0 till (1.) Q) ro O•r-1 f-l<I1 H rd en f-lR H <I1 H rd r/.) HR H<I1 H rd Cf.l HR .p till s:: ·rl .p .p till s:: ·r-1 .p .p till s:: •rl ·.p 
t:r.l <I1 p R t:r.l t:r.l -0:X: p R t:r.l t:r.l <I1 p R t:r.l 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
5 8 25 12 5 2 16 9 2 5 0 5 5 0 3 0 
16 16 28 6 1 0 10 16 1 5 0 4 8 0 1 0 
19 21 29 0 1 1 18 13 0 0 0 10 3 0 0 0 
30 27 25 0 0 0 18 14 0 0 0 5 8 0 0 0 
39 6 26 7 10 5 7 16 5 3 1 2 9 0 2 0 
47 17 30 3 2 0 14 18 0 0 0 7 6 0 0 0 
Totals 95 163 28 19 8 83 86 8 13 1 33 39 0 6 0 
Statement Tally of Responses--CounseliQg 
1 23 26 2 0 0 11 16 1 3 1 3 9 1 0 0 
4 4 4 11 15 18 2 5 5 10 9 0 6 1 3 3 
12 25 27 0 0 0 17 15 0 0 0 4 7 2 0 0 
17 19 26 6 0 0 10. -19 2 1 0 3 10 0 0 0 
25 7 15 24 5 l 114 9 8 0 1 8 3 1 0 
_ _3.3 14 22 11 4 1 4 16 4 8 0 1 9 2 1 0 
Totals 92 120 54 24 · 20 45 85 21 30 10 12 49 9 5 3 
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APPENDIX C 
TALLY OF RESPONSES ON 48 SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES 
. . 
FOR TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND COUNSELORS 
Tally of Responses--Total Guidance Program 
Teachers Principals Counselors 
N=52 N=32 N=l3 
a: (I.) Q) 
rd a: rd Q) rd Q) 
~ Q) Q) ;?~ '~ Q) (I.) ~f..l ~ Q) (I.) ~ f-1 r-1 Q) rd Q) 'r-1 Q) rd Q) r-1 o.O r-1 (l) rd Q) r-1 QQ 
Q() Q) ·rl f..l QQ Cl: QQ (l) ·rl f-1 QQ crj QQ Q) ·rl f..l QQ m 
s::: f-1 Q) C,) QQ i:: Cf. i:: f-1 (l) C,) Q./) i:: Cl) i:: f-1 (I) C) QQ i:: Cl) 
Statement 0 Q./) Q) Q) cu O•rl 0 QQ (l) Q) ctl 0 •rl 0 Q./) (I) (l) cu O•r-1 
f-1 «: f..l rd Cl) f-lA f-1 «: f..l rd ti) f-lA ~«: f..l rd Cl) f..lA 
.p QQ s::: ·rl .p .p Q.Q A ·rl .p ½ Q./) i:: ·rl .p Cl) «: I=> A Cl) Cl) «: I=> A Cl) «: I=> A CIJ 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
* 9 0 1 6 29 16 1 2 6 19 3. 0 6 1 6 0 
18 6 22 17 7 0 2 14 9 5 2 1 9 2 .1 0 
20 8 15 19 8 5 1 15 12 2 1 0 10 1 2 0 
26 0 4 11 28 9 2 3 10 14 2 1 3 1 6 2 
29 2 26 18 4 .. 1 117 4 10 0 1 7 2 2 1 
* 44 0 4 13 19 16 0 1 0 8 23 0 0 0 2 11 
Totals 16 72 84 95 47 7 52 41 58 31 3 35 7 19 14 
Statement Tally of Responses--Parent Consultation 
3 12 30 8 2 0 5 11 7 7 1 1 6 2 3 1 
6 22 25 2 3 0 19 11 1 0 0 9 3 1 0 0 
11 10 30 7 5 0 14 15 1 2 0 5 8 0 0 0 
2]; 18 26 6;· 2 0 8 20 2 1 0 6 6 l 0 0 
38 5 14 15 16 2 0 8 10 12 1 1 4 3 ~5 0 
41 3 17 10 19 3 1 17 2 10 2 1 8 1 2 1 




TALLY OF RESPONSES ON 48 SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES 
FOR TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND COUNSELORS 
Tally of Responses--Interpreting Tests 
Teachers Principals Counselors 
N=52 N=32 N=l3 
Q) Q) Q) 
'O Q) 'O Q) 'O Q) 
I>, Q) Q) l>,F-1 I>, (l) Q) 1>,!'--1 I>, (l) Q) I>, F-1 
.-l Q) rd Q) .-l b.O .-l Q) rd (l) .-l b.O .-l Q) rd Q) .-l b.O 
b.O Q) •..-t !'--1 b.O Cl1 Q.O Q) •..-t F-1 b.O cu b.O Q) ·r-1 !'--1 b.O Cl1 
s::: f.-1 Q) 0 b.O s::: o:l s::: F-1 (]) 0 Q.O s::: o:l s::: F-1 Q) (.) b.O S:: C/l 
.Statement 0 b.O (]) Q) Cl1 O·r-1 0. b.O Q) Q) co 0 ·r-1 0 till (]) Q) co O •..-t 
f.-1 «: F-1 rd CQ f.-lA f.-1~ F-1 rd ((.l f.-lA f.-1~ F-1 rd ti} F-IA 
+:> b.O s:: ·r-1 +:> ..p b.O s:: ·r-1 ..p +:> b.O s:: ·r-1 ..p 
Cl) ~ p A Cl) Cl) «: p A Cl) Cl) ~ p A Cf.l 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
14 3 22 21 6 0 0 17 8 6 ·l 0 5 3 5 0 
24 12 28 8 4 0 1 20 7 4 0 1 5 3 3 1 
* 28 4 27 12 7 1 4 8 5 12 3 0 3 2 4 4 
31 18 30 2 2 0 14 15 2 0 1 0 9 0 2 1 
37 4 27 14 5 0 3 16 9 2 0 2 7 1 3 0 
* 42 0 12 15 20 5 2 5 7 13 5 0 0 0 5 8 
Totals 41 146 72 44 6 24 81 38 37 10 3 29 9 23 14 
Statement Tally of Responses--Coordinating Referrals 
2 2 11 11 20 8 0 8 3 15 5 0 5 0 7 1 
* 8 13 21 9 8 1 15 17 0 0 0 5 8 0 0 0 
* 22 8 17 7 17 3 10 15 2 5 0 5 8 0 0 0 
27 10 27 10 5 0 7 15 3 7 0 3 10 0 0 0 
35 25 26 1 0 0 23 9 0 0 0 7 5 0 1 0 
43 13 26 6 7 0 8 14 3 6 1 3 8 0 2 0 
Totals 71 128 44 57 12 63 78 11 33 6 23 44 0 10 1 ----
APPENDIX C 
TALLY OF RESPONSES ON 48 SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES 
FOR TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND COUNSELORS 
Tally of Responses--Record Keeping 
-
65 
Teachers Principals Counselors 
N=53 N=32 N=l3 
Q) Q) Q) 
rd Q) rd Q) rd Q) 
:>, Q) Q) :>,H :>, Q) Q) :>,H :>, Q) Q) :>,H 
rl Q) rd (I} rl tu) rl (I} rd (I} rl bl rl (I} rd (I} rl tu) 
till Q) ·r-1 H tu) cd till (1) ·r-1 H till co till (I} ·r-1 H tu) cd 
A H Q) C) till A Ul A H Q) C) QQ A ro A H Q) C) ttO A Ul 
Statement 0 tt0 (I} Q) cu O·r-1 0 tt0 Q) Q) CO O•r-! 0 tu) Q) (I} ro O•r-1 H<:!l H rd Cl) HA H<ll H rd Cl) HR H <ll H rd Cl) HR 
+:> ttO s:1 ·r-1 +:> +:> tu) s:1 ·r-1 +:> +:> tu) s:1 •r-1 +:> 
Cl) <ll p R Cl) Cl) <ll p A Cl) Cl) <ll p A Cl) 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
7 22 25 4 1 0 16 15 1 0 '() 1 8 2 1 0 
13 1 0 2 18 31 0 2 0 8 21 0 0 1 2 10 
7'· 23 7 10 10 18 7 2 3 3 10 13 0 0 0 5 8 
34 1 2 5 23 20 2 2 1 17 9 0 0 0 4 9 
46 0 1 4 27 19 0 2 4 13 12 0 0 2 4 7 
48 22 24 3 2 1 15 15 0 2 0 4 6 2 0 0 
Totals 53 62 28 89 78 35 39 9 50 55 5 14 7 16 34 
Statement Tally of Responses--Research Studies 
10 ·.1 .4 13 23 11 0 6 5 17 3 0 3 2 6 2 
15 1 13 23 13 2 0 11 9 8 4 2 5 1 5 0 
"32 3 19_ 15 13 1 3 10 15 4 0 1 7 2 3 0 
36 5 12 20 12 3 0 5 10 11 5 1 4 0 4 4 
40 0 13 15 21 3 0 6 8 14 2 1 3 2 6 1 
45 0 16 21 13 2 2 9 12 7 0 0 5 4 4 0 
Totals I 10 77 107 95 22 5 47 59 61· 14 5 27 11 28 7 
